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T H E E public attention (heh for ſome weeks paſt 
been engaged, in conſequence of the diſpute ſub- 
liſting between Sir Thomas Beevor, Bart. of Hethel; and 
John Money, Eſq. of Trowſe; and no other, except im- 
perfect and mutilated accounts of that affair having hitherto 
made their appearance in the newſpapers, it may not per- 
haps be deemed. unintereſting, to indulge the curioſity, or 
improper to ſatisfy the doubts which have ariſen in the 
minds of many people during the progreſs of this extraor- 
dinary buſineſs, which, from a trivial abſurdity, has been 
magnified into an object of i importance, 


| Is Jing * che author of theſe n ! con- 
vinced in his own, opinion he may be, as to the intrinſic 
merits of the caſe, will endeavour, by an exact detail of 
circumſtances, and by a brief and candid conſideration of 
Fm „to avoid chat biaſs of partiality, Which 1 is apt too 

B frequently 


: . 


1 to n the pen i a Fre kn 
And that the connection of circumſtances may be as little 
interrupted as poſlible, a ſtrict attention will be paid to the 
date of each letter, whick will be-inſerted- in the exact or- 
der in which it was written, and ſo interwoven with the 
thread of the diſcourſe, as to challenge the comprehenſion 
of the moſt moderate underſtanding. But in order to a 
ſerious and radical inveſtigation of this matter, it will be 
found neceſſary to direct an enquiry into the origin, and if 
practicable, to derive the cauſe of the diſpute to a more 
probable fountain than that, which has hitherto been held 
up to the public infpeRtion. | For it appears extraordinary; 
that without ſome previous circumſtances of ſuſpicion which 
might lead to it, Mr. Money ſhould be induced to fix the 
fabrication of a libel upon Sir Thomas Beevor, or that the 
Baronet ſhould adopt that mode of attack, in preference to 
a more open and explicit one, which it is not to be doubted, 
he could, and dafed. to haye done, i 0c : 


- 


—_ * 


To eſtabliſh this point, I ſhall m refreſh the memory 
of x my readers with hat has already! been the ſubject of yy 
neral converſation throughout the limits of the county of 
Notfolk, viz. That the equivocal and myſterious conduct 
which Mr. M. obſerved during the late conteſt for the ciry 
of Norwich, notwithſtanding the partial declaration which 
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he had made. in Sit Thomas Beevor's farour by his aps 
peatance in his Committee Room, was che cauſe of great 
umbrage to chat gentleman in particular, and to his friends 
in general. What cauſe Sir Thomas Beevor had to be 
diſappointed ad this conduct, or what motives Mr. M. had 
to act in the manner he did, is not for me to explain in 
this place; it muſt be left to the judgement of thoſe, who _ 
are fo well. acquainted with the degree of intimacy which 
had long ſubſiſted between the two parties, and the many 
particular claims that the one had upon the friendſhip of 
the other. Hence, however, aroſe a marked reſerve which 
| did nor fail to manifeſt its effects in due ſeaſon, —Matters 
remained in this ſtate until ſome time about Michaelmas 
1787; when Mr. M. received a ſevere rebuke from Sir 
Thomas Beevor, and another gentleman, in conſequence 
of an attempt made by him to alter an eſtabliſhed meeting 
of the: Juſtices of the Peace, held at Long Stratton, to 2 
ſiruation more commodious for himſelf and his aſſociates, 
and this in a manner (in their en Nr not n 
fiable or honourable. | 


How far theſe cauſes may have operated to increaſe the 
miſunderſtanding, is beſt known to Mr. M. Certain it is, 
however, that before the libel, as it is called, which is the 
36-208 object of diſquiet, had made its appearance, he had 

| B2 conceived 
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tohceived an unworthy ſuſpicion of Sir Thomas Beevor. 
For notwithſtanding in page 5 of his Appeal to the Public; - 


| ſpeaking of the atrocious libel which was ' publiſhed, he 


fays, © of the quarter from whence ſo malevolent a com- 
poſition came, I could not by any conjecture form an idea, 
till accidentally I mer the publiſher of the Bury paper” 
yet he undoubtedly had, previous to that period, declared 
his ſuſpicion that it was the nme bf: Sir Thomas 


Beevor's pen, 1 72 1 2 


281 ny 


War inducement he could have to juſtify ſo vague an 
idea, I do not preſume even to gueſs at; but from the 
moſt authentic documents I can affirm, that until the ad+ 
vertiſement ſigned « Lowden““ appeared in the Bury paper, 
Sir Thomas Beevor was as much a ſtranger to it as Mr. M. 
himſelf could be. From a ſerious conſideration, then, of 
the circumſtances which have been advanced, this inference 
is naturally obvious; that notwithſtanding the manuſcript 
alluded to having accidentally fallen into Mr. M. 's hands, 
yet it is more than probable, the cauſe of uneaſineſs may 
be W . a II ſource. 


* This advertiſement 3 to an LAN which Mr. Money 
had cauſed to be lodged againſt the ſon of Mr. Lowdeo, his neighbour, 
for ſhooting on his father's eſtate at Trowſe, to which he is the immediate 
heir; and which property is more than ſufficient for a legal qualification. 


Bur 


3 be 


Bor to proceed: On Monday, October 29, 1787, 
an abſurd manuſcript of general tendency, but which 
Mr, COR CUI ee * 

Tus We by which this . Nia . 
riouſly, and contradictorily ſtated to the public, that it is 
utterly impoſſible to reconcile the difference which ſubſiſts 
between the two aſſertions, ſo. as to reduce them in any de- 
gree to the ſtandard. of truth.— Mr. M. affirms, with a 
profuſion of encomiums on the propriety of Mr. Gedge, that 
it was brought to him voluntarily by that gentleman, upon 
a conviction of the malevolence of its tendency.— This is 
plauſible enough; but, — audi alteram partem. Mr. Gedge 
aſſerts, and the authenticity of his teſtimony he is willing 
to ſeal upon the holy evangeliſts, that the following was 
the mode by which it was obtained hom bien: EY 


Mein Dec. 27, 178). 
re bf 1 peter Gedge, of St. Peter Mancroft, in the city 
of Norwich, do hereby declare, that the paper alluded to by 
Major Money, in his diſpute with Sir Thomas Never, was 
brought to me by Mr. John Lowden, of this pariſh. 

« AND I do further declare, that the des 
paper was obtained from me in the following manner, by 
Major Money :— | I went 


18 1 
10 vent tas is my weekly cuſtom) to Alderman Kerriſön's 
houſe, to collect intelligence for the Norwieh and Bury 
Poſt. There I accidentally met Major Money, who; after 


1 had been a ſhort time in the room, began, in u violent 
paſſion to abuſe me for inſerting what he called an infamoys 


libel upon his character; that he had taken the beſt legal 
advice upon the ſubje& ; and that, in conſequence, he in- 


tended, to commence a proſecution againſt me. I aſſured 


the Major that I had no intention to injure his character; 
that what I had done was official; and that the paper in 
queſtion (if libellous) came to me from a reſpectable per- 
ſon, in form of an advertiſement, to whom he might refer, 
As a proof of the rectitude of my intentions, I told him, I 
had then in my poſſeſſion a paper, which was brought to 
me from the ſame quarter from whence the former came; 
which, however, I did not mean to have publiſhed. Major 
Money earneſtly requeſted a ſight of this paper, and aſſured 
me that if I would ſo far oblige him, he ſhould ever retain 
a high ſenſe of the favour ; and in the moſt ſolemn man- 
ner paſſed his honour to return it into my —— as ſoon 
as he had peruſed it. A 0 
c RELYING upon the fervent manner i in which — 
his intention to return the paper, I went bome for i, and 
did indulge his curioſity. | | | 
„ But 


14 6 * 


- « Bur, in dad of keeping; lik bee he and Alderman. 
Kerriſon, after retiring from the room for ſome minutes, 
returned, and the Major offered to me not the original, but 

a copy only. I urged the unfairnefs and impropriety of 
this breach of promiſe, but ineffectually. When I found 
that I could not prevail upon him ta return what he had. ſa 
fraudulently obtained, [ told him, I hoped: that he would 
make no improper uſe of it. Upon which Alderman Ker 
riſon remarked, © that to be ſure Major Money would 
never be ſuch a fool as to expoſe himſelf by the _ 
tion of it.“ 

- © To the truth of the above narrative I cr my hand this 
27th day of aer ech 725 


Witneſs ' PETER C GEDGE, fen.? 


Roper SUTTON. 


„Tan Wulst, * Galemas pr any Mr. M. in. A « public 
adyertiſemene, which he has ſubſequently : addreſſed to Sir 
Thomas Beevor, does not attempt to deny, or indeed even 
to palliate, but artfully eyades the queſtion, by obſerving, 
that he ſhall for the preſent, © take pattern by Sir Thomas 
Beevor,” and exert that prudence, | which hitherto he has 

ſeemed totally to ſet at defiance ; and although publicly ac- 
| cuſed of a breach of his word, conſoles himſelf with the 

reflection 


L 10 } 
refleRtion,: that it is quite ſufficient for him that — A- 
detman Kerriſon®” was preſent during the tranſaftion 


Ou indeed Mr. Wa h manifeſted a degree . 
prudent caution worthy of himſelf: for upon examination, 


do not perceive that Sir Thomas Beevor has pledged him-: - 


ſelf to carry this matter into a court of law.—All that ap- 
pears to me is, his obſervation, that he is adviſed to have: 
it thoroughly inveſtigated there. — It may be, that when 
Mr. M. aimed his blow, he was himſelf ſo ſecurely in- 
trenched behind the © mud-works, the briars, and bram- 


bles of ſophiſtry,” as to be impregnable, in a court of law, 


for what, in foro conſcientiæ, he would have been univer- 
fally condemned, —If ſo, Sir Thomas Beevor would be 
miſerably deſerted indeed by his prudence, was he to attack 
an adverſary ſo intrenched ; and conſequently, Mr. M. if 
he ſhould wait for that event, would avoid the onus pro- 
zandi, that Mr. Gedge's aſſertion is not founded upon the 
bafis of veracity. - But, however this paper might be ac» 
quired, fo thoroughly convinced was Mr. M. that Sir Tho- 
mas Beevor was the e it, _ he ſent a. note that 
* In the eine publiſhed 3 in | the London pate the funfion 
of this name was adopted ; but for ſome reaſon or other, the word © Gen- 
tleman* ſuperceded ir in the Norwich papers, probably for the laudable 


purpoſe of a more. ſtriking contraſt with Sir Thomas Beevor's friend 


the 66 cher.“ = 
evening 


t u 
evening to Hethel, 010 requeſting chat the Baronet 
would give himſelf- the trouble of coming to Norwich, 
merely to indulge the capricious fancy of an indiyidual, 
about an imaginary inſult, Sir Thomas Beevor was in 
London, for which place Mr, Money (as he ſays) imme 


diately ſet off,—Unfortunately however for his memory, 
he did not ſet off immediately for London. It is true, upon 


the firſt curious diſcovery of the hand-writing, this ſecond | 


Daniel did throw. himſelf into a | paſt-chaiſe, and fer off 


from Norwich,-but—it was, for the purpoſe of com- 
poſing his injured feelings in the ſofter pleaſures of a Ball“, 
and of moderating his een en Were 


at Beauty's ſhrine. 


Ir is natural, ban to ſuppoſe that he atoned by 
an additional ſhare of activity in the proſecution of his 


journey next day, for his dilatorineſs on the former, —No ; 


—another, and another came, and ſtill this immediate jours. 


grep tron agar than, 


Warn ue eck in Lands, he a lovin 
Jetter to Sir Thomas Bevor: : ot | 


* At Blickling, the ſeat of the Earl of Buckinghamſhire. 
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ce Ty Sir THOMAS Brxvon. 


Jack's Caſaccbogſt 33 
„, Sobo, Nov. 4, 1787. 

« A MosT infamous libel upon my character, dated 
Norwich, October 25, 1787, appeared in the Bury Paper, 
and another ſtill more atrocious, I am told, was written 
for the ſame Paper, of both of theſe I am informed, to my 
aſtoniſhment, that Sir Thomas Beevor is the author. As ? 
T know that much miſinformation ariſes in life, I beg to 
know from yourſelf, whether there is any truth in either of 
the above aſſertions. Before I take any reſolution in this 
buſineſs, I pay you the compliment of making this pre- 
vious inquiry, And am, Sir, 

8 DP Oo. Your humble ſervant, _ 

JOHN MONEY. 
PS, Capuiin Loſack, of the Navy, will do me the * 
vour of delivering this to you, and will be the bearer of 
your anſwer, ſhould he be fortunate enough to meet with 
you: but ſhould that not be the caſe, he will deliver this 
into the hands of M r. Lowten, your attorney, who will, 
no doubt, tranſmit it to you; and I truſt, I ſhall receive 
your immediate anſwer.” 


| Tris letter, Sir Thomas Beevor did not receive till the 
It, as will appear by his anſwer to it, | * 


io 


tan 
te To Majoz Monzv. 8 


3 hy Will's ales. bag, Lincoln W 
NS | Nov. 2, 1787. 


« I HAvx this inſtant received from the hands of Mr. 


Lowten, the letter addreſſed to me by you. I thank you 


for the compliment of making the inquiry, as you have 


done relative to what you term libels upon your character. 


The paper which appeared in the Bury Paper, of the date 


you mention, if you mean that ſigned Lowden, I never 


ſaw till it was publiſhed, and knew no more of, than any _ 
| Other reader of that paper. The other paper which you 


term more atrocious, I muſt firſt ſee, and know the con- 


| tents of, before I can poſſibly acknowledge, or deny my- 


ſelf the author of it. I have been from home ſo long, that 
I know no more of the buſineſs you write about, than what 


you mention in your letter; ſo that you muſt excuſe my 


being more explicit at preſent, than in adding, that I have 
never been the author of any libel upon your character. I 
leave this place to-day, as my buſineſs is nearly compleated ; 


when you return to Norfolk, if you wiſh fos e _ 


nation, you may then receive it. 
Fo am, Sir, | 
Your humble ſervant, 
.-- "THOMAS BEEVOR.” - 
pf EN "7 + 446, 


| 
| 
| 
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Now it appears rather extraordinary that Mr. Money 
ſhould not, at this ſtage of the buſineſs, have endeavoured 
to have ſeen Sir Thomas Beevor, inſtead of ſending by his 
friend, Captain Loſack, ſo laconic an epiſtle: had he pur- 
ſued that line of conduct, it might, in all probability, have 
been the means of preventing the diſagreeable conſequences 
that have ſince enfued ;—but a war of paper ſeems in this 


inftance to have been the primary object to Mr. M. altho' 


even in that, he did not manifeſt all the adroitneſs which 


might naturally have been expected upon ſuch an occaſion. 


»Sir Thomas Beevor arrived at Hethel on the 8th, on 
which day Mr. M. left London, and came as far as Barton 
Mills, where- he quitted the ſtage. coach, and did not ar- 


riye at home until a ſubſequent day. On the 11th of No- 


vember he wrote the following letter: 


cc Fg Sir THOMAS Brxvor. 


Saen 11. 1e. 1 
1 81 R. 

I was favored with your letter from Will's Coffee-houſe, 
dated November the 7th, by which you 'affure me, you 
have never wrote 4 libel againſt my character. As we may 
differ in our ideas, on what is, and what is not a libel, I 
now beg to know, whether you are the author of the ori- 
755 ginal 


1 * vs 1 
ginal paper (d which the incloſed i is en ex· 
"oo. anſwer will _ e 7 
r Sir; your humble wn 
. MONEY, 


A * 


| Tan eter was anfecred onthe Vo” 
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„ Ina received the paper incloſed to me, in your 
letter of this day, and ſee no reaſon why I ſhould give you 
any other anſwer to the queſtion propoſed than that, whe- 
ther I am, or am not the author, ſeems to be of no conſe» 
quence to you ; unleſs you, acknowledge, that what is there 
ſaid, of ſome real or imaginary perſon , belongs to yourſelf, _ 
and only to yourſelf,” 


% 


* The Editor has forborn to inſert the farrago of nonſenſe, the ap- 
plication of which, Mr. Money, by his extraordinary procedure, has ſo 
virtually aſſumed to himſelf, leſt he ſhould appear rather as aiming at the 
expoſition of his character, than the juſtification of Sir Thomas Beevor's: 
—but in compliance with the public wiſhes, he here formerly calls upon 
Mr. Money for the publication of it; in order that the invariable opinion 
of his diſingenuity may be diminiſhed; which at preſent prevails, from 
bis ſuppreſſion of an indefinite anonymous ſquib, after having ſo ſaga- 
cioufly converted it into a libel, and accuſed fo reſpectable a an; as 
Sit Thomas Beevor, with having been the author of i it. 


9 


[16 1 

1 Au informed, you have been told that it is the pro- 
duction of another perſon; and there does certainly appear 
to me in the deſcription of the character, which you ſeem, 
to intereſt yourſelf ſo much about, many parts- that moſt 


people muſt think cannot be applied to you. Why then 


put on any man's cap but your own? Sinee in doing bn, 
you become the libeller alone. 
I am, Sir, es &c. 
T. oe 


: Ox the 13th came another letter from Mr. Money, 


which, whatever might have been his provocation, did no 
great credit, in point of ſtyle, either to his * or 
his feelings. 


% Sir THOMAS BEEVOR. 


od & % ab , Trowſe, Nov. 13, 1787. 


I RecervED-your letter laſt night, which I hoped 
would have been an explicit anſwer to mine: on the con- 
trary, it is ambiguous 1d evaſive. 

I 8#aLL not enter into refinements with you on the ſub- 
ject of libels; ; therefore, ſhall only ſay, that the original 
paper (a copy of which I ſent you yeſterday) is ſo far a libel 
on my — that the printer of a Norwich Paper re- 
fuſed. 


L 17 1 


fuſed publiſhing i it, and it was brought to me for that rea- 
ſon. I ſhall only add, that the author is a coward! „ baſe, 
iIliberal- minded villain. You have been, Sir, miſinformed, | 
I neyeriwas.tald it was the production of any man but Sir 
Thomas Beevar, 41 | 
IA this day going to o Swaffham, and on n my N 
ſhall be glad to have an interview with you on the ſubje&. 

I am, Sir, your 8, &c. 

5 J. 32 | 
To this, under the firſt impulſe of 1 (33 may 
be preſumed) Sir Dun e returned the e foloving 
anſwer ; 


SD PD —— ——— K—— __ — 


| 
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« To Majors Mons, 3 


cc 8 1 R, 8 Tueſday Evening, Nov. 3. 
N Tux groß and illiberal language of your letter, ſhews 
you to be no Gentleman. It is impoſſible that you can 
have been ever told, that 1 was the author of what you 
pleaſe to call a libel upon your character. No man on 
earth could ſay it to you, as no man knows i it to be ſo; and 
I will now never condeſcend to gratify your curioſity © on that 
head. Tour reflections affect him only; and 1 ſhall once 
for al add, that I neicher wiſh for interview, or further 
correſ· 


(7 


oi. you; and that if you think yourſelf . 
injured, you may ſeek that remedy from law, which I am 
told, you have already enquired after; and that I ſhall fo - 
far follow the example you have ſet me in this inſtance, 
that I ſhall certainly avail myſelſ of the ſame aſſiſtance, if 


by your future mum 
eee =_ | 


. BEEVOR, 22 


Ir is ee har de; M. ag W he i is 
going to Swaffham on the 13th, whereas it is notorious he 
did not arrive there until the 16th, and even after having 


ſpent one day there, inſtead of returning ſpeedily to vindi- 
cate his injured honour, he abſented himſelf from home, as 
will appear by his letter of * December, for more 


than a Rs. 


Warr muſt das been Sir Thomas Beevers ſenti- 


ments of a man, who under the particular circumſtances 


which Mr. M. deſcribed himſelf to have been, could yet; 


by an unaccountable appearance of indifference, neglect, 


or procraſtinate an affair which required his immediate and 


3 attention. Could it be fuppoſed, that che phleg- 5 


matic wiſh which was expreſſed for an interview on his | 
return from Swaffham, was intended to have been an 
inimical 


t 


inindical . ſuch a ſoppoftiun could 5 
for a moment have entered Sir Thomas Beevor's head; and, 
as far 23 my opinion may be allowed to n it was: nor | 
one foe wo Art 


A. 


"> 1 


Bird e of cointene Vas ep eee 8 4 


all Mr. M. 's ſteps in the proſecution of this affair. 


On the 3d of December he wrote that memorable anony- 
mous letter, which, in point of' © ition, politeneſy; 
and claſſical erudition, will ſtand as a laſting memento of 
his judgement and liberality of ſentiment, long after he ſhall 
be no more; and which in a ſubſequent publication he has 
ſo ingenioufly acknowledged to have been his hand · writing, 
altho immediately previous he has appriſed the public, that 
there were obvious reaſons for the omiſſion of his name; 
and then ſeems to exult in the ſagacious diſcovery, chat, 
te by the hand- writing an author may be known.” This 
concluſion he logically infers from the circumſtance of Sir: 
Thomas Beevor's having written an anſwer to that curious 
epiſtle ; not reflecting, that without any violent exertion of 
the intellectual powers, Sir Thomas Beevor could impute 


ſuch a compoſition to no one elſe, except himſelf; it being 
nothing - more than a continuation of a priyate correſpon - 


dence between two individuals, which could not poſſibly - | 


be miſtaken, 25 2D ; « To. 


[» ] 
4 5 888 To Sir TroMas Buzvon. 2 


N * 8 I... EY Decenbor 3. - Ht." 

te I nave been abſent from home ſame time, or you would 
have had an anſwer to your letter of the 1 zth of Novem- 
ber, notwithſtanding you wiſh to have no further correſ- 
pondence with me. Your conduct, Sir, in the buſineſs, 
depending between us, has been ſo artful, ſo inſidious, ſo 
evaſive, and enſnaring, that I have been much puzzled 
what courſe to take with a man of your deſcription. Give 
me a plain anſwer to a plain queſtion, and ] ſhall know what 
to do. You entrench yourſelf behind the briars and bram- 
bles, and the mud-works of ſophiſtry. I ſent you a copy 
of 2 paper- writing, intended for a newſpaper ; ; but the 
printer ſeeing the drift of it, would not publiſh i it, and he 
gave it to me as the perſon whom it was to injure, I told 
you, that the author is a cowardly, baſe, and illiberal- 
minded villain, In anſwer you. tell me, © it is impoſſible 
any man ſhould mention yourſelf as the author, becauſe 
no man knows it.” ] can believe the latter part of this aſ- 


ſertion, becauſe I am well aware, that if Sir Thomas 


Beevor aims a blow, his prudence will direct him to do it 
in the moſt clandeſtine manner. But, Sir, tho' no man 
ſaw you write the libel in queſtion, there may be circum- 
| ſtances that lead to the concluſion that « you are the mag: 

I re- 
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1 repeat onee hike; that Sir Thomas Beevor has been 


mentioned to me as the author, and no other perſon whats. 


ever. Your on heart can tell you, that you are, or are 
not the author. Inſtead of giving a direct anſwer, you have 
recourſe to paltry chicane and little evaſion, ſuch as © there 
are parts of the writing which does not relate to me; and if 
I take it to myſelf, I make the bel.” Is not this too fri- 
volous for any man of common ſenſe? By ſuch artifices, 
you become the apologiſt for that peſt of ſociety, a clandę of 
tine libeller. You add, that, you have been informed, 
I have had recourſe to the law.” It is not true, Sir Tho- 
mas: I have ſought no legal advice, nor 1s it the law that 
gives you any a pprehenſion for you know that libellers 
way be reformed in that more claſſical way mentioned by 
Horace, formidine fuſtis. Anſwer my queſtion, Sir, and I 
aſſure you, that your name ſhall never be brought by me 
into, any court of law. There is an example for you to 
follow; ſay che ſame on your part, and ſay at the ſame time, L 
are you a libeller or not? If you will not throw off from 
yourſelf ſo vile an imputation, let it ſtick by you, S be 
conſidered in the country as the wretch, who i is capable of 
being the dark aſſaſſin of his neighbour” 8 reputation. 1 F 
you ſubmit to this character, I leave you for the preſent, 
to the Fry of it, What future ſteps I may take, will 
15 D 2 , = depend 
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depend upon your. future oonduck. n 0 n 
— 1 cannot ſubſcribe myſelf ' 
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E311 -- Hethel, Dec. 9; N. 

« Trovcn I meant not to have given any further an⸗ 
ſwer to you, reſpecting the paper you ſent me, and I find 
myſelf ſtill leſs inclined to do it after the very ſcurrilous 
anonymous letter I received on Wedneſday laft, yer, as the 
indiſcretion of a printer“ has brought the tranſaction betwixt 
us not very correctly before the public; I have therefore 
thought proper to take notice of the ſame, through a 
ſimilar channel, in order to clear my character to that pub- 
lic, —_— the _ you have moſt unj * brought againſt 


* Alluding to a paragraph (copied fro 1 Londoa paper) that ap- 
peared in the Bury and Norwich Poſt of December 5; the printer of 
which paper, who reſides at Bury, being at that time entirely ignorant of 
what had paſſed on the ſubject between his father and 8 c 
Nori ich — Err. 


4 - 4 


it, 
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TE 


it. Tho letze 1 $2 pores pink page 
ſaid the ſame which you will find ſaid by me in Mr. Crouſe's - 
for further explanation from me, in manner which I 

thought bore the face of menace, I ſhould, when we had 


met, have readily given you any further explanation of the 


affair. I am told you have conſulted the Marquis Townſ- 
hend on this occaſion, and report ſays, that you declare 
that you have ated wholly by his advice. This ſeems to 
me to be ſo very unlikely, that I cannot believe it, till it is 
confirmed by yourſelf, I wiſh therefore to know from you, 
if this be true, and I ſhall be ready, if you be not now fully = 
ſatisfied on the ſubject, to meet you before that tribunal, 

where, I am ſure, no one can doubt of a juſt and honour= _ 
able judgment, You muſt be ſenſible, Sir, after the more 

than common. pains you ſeem to have taken to make this 
affair known to almoſt every body here, _bcfore it was com- 
municated to me, you really left me no choice of conduct; 
and that I did obſerve no other than I have hitherto done, 
was wholly owing to the improper ſteps which you had 
taken, I have neither leiſure nor diſpoſition to recapitulate 
the farrago of epithets beſtowed on my letters in the above- 
mentioned anonymous performance ; nor would I ſo much 


diſhonour myſelf, as to return them. But to give your 


n. who ſo kindly helped you to a ſcrap from | 


Horace, 
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much leſs Aattering to you, * 0 * he has been 
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ee eee chat e eee of Sir 
Thomas Beevor, not to take any further notice of Mr. 
Money, or his letters, he ſhould have abandoned ſo lauda - 


ble a reſolution, and have condeſcendet! to return any an- 
{wer to his laſt ſcurrilous and rhapſodical compoſition. 
But Sir Thomas Beevor is a man; has the feelings of a 
man; and whatſoever his reaſon might have ſuggeſted to 


him upon the occaſion, yet, it is not much to he wondered 


at, e amen en 


againſt it. 


LS 


esd this e conteſpitidence,=-Siges 


which, ſome obſervations have appeared in public ; parti- 
cularly in a ſenſible letter, addreſſed to Sir Thomas Beevor, 
in the Norfolk Chronicle, of the 5th of January, 1788 


where the author has treated his ſubject in ſo ingenious and 


_— manner, as e 
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that he was of the author of the firſt paper ſigned Lowden, 
but moreover, tllat he had never been the author of any 
libel on the character of Mr, Money, what right could Mr, 
Money plead in defence of his demand for any other reply? 
The word of a gentleman ought fully to have ſatisfied hig 
mind, and any further inquiſition into the matter could only 
be conſidered in the light of an inſult on the good ſenſe and 
veracity of Sir Thomas Beevor; and undoubtedly juſtified. 
him in, his enquiry, whether Mr. Money acknowledged 
WO WE I the enen pagers Ks 


'. Ta the concluding paſſage of the latte adore altadpd ta e | 
takes notice of Mr. Money's obſervation (in p. 25 of his pamphlet) on 
a paſſage-in Sir Thomas Beeyor's laſt letter, where he ſays, © he had res- 


ſons for not owning. himſelf the author of the paper in queſtion ;* which, 


Mt. M. ſays, more than implied that be was the author.. Now; I 


_ obſerve,” ſays this writer, 6 the words of Sir T. B.'s letter are, 'that _ | 


befides the reaſon given in Mr. Crouſe's paper (which was that he was 
not the author of the paper which is ſuppoſed to have given offence}- 


there was a much more probable and obvious one ſor bis pat qwning hi- 4 


ſelf the nathar of the pap r complained of; which was much leſs flatter- 
ing to him (Mr. M.) thain en et be has beg fai d ung 
What Sir T. n this hint (continues the auther of [this letter) 
is beſt known to himſelf ; but it was very apparent to me, and to many 
39ꝙ6̈‚LLz rod dans Daren el 
e | F © 
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had incloſed to him in his letter of Noyember 11, and with 
the contents of which he ſeemed to be fo highly offended, | 


obtaining poſſeſſion of ſo groſs and conternptible a perform- 


But, on the contrary, what courſe did Mr. Money purſue ? 
Why, after having ſurrepritiouſly gained poſſeſſion of the 
original, he ingeniouſly gave back a copy ; by which ex- 
traordinary mancuvre, together with his ſubſequent con- 
duct, he excited the publie curioſity, and became thereby 
his own calumniator; as there is now ſcarcely an individual 
inthe u who is rn with its poo 9 


hand- writing, how particular ſoever it may be, ſhonld re. 
ſemble another.—Surely, therefore, this was not a ſufficient 


: cauſe. of accuſation, and. of accuſation too, conveyed in 
ſuch groſs and illiberal language, as would almaſt induce 


ane to diſcredit the fact, unle6s it had been authenticated 
by hc hes a nt, SE | 


. L — 


o 
1 s * 4 
Mr. 
11: 


ö EY might, perhaps, not improperly be afled, a 
| would have been the conduct of a prudent man upon his 


| ance? Such an one would doubtleſs have conſigned ity 
| contents to. oblivion, by a filent conternpt for its author, 
| 
| 


Tant appears to me nothing extraordinary, that one 


diſpuics besen gendemen tay be, Tae Rena” 
and refinement of language, are the few predominant fea» 
rures which ſhould diſtinguiſh chem from the loweſt orders 
of human ſociety, Wich whar pretenGion then, after his 
treatment of Sir Thomas Beevor, can he expect from him; 
or indeed from any one who. is acquainted with this affair, 
chat reſpect and good opinion, to which, ' otherwiſe, he 
might probably have been entitled. But, if he ſuppoſes 
chat he has even a right to fer all dec ade, and to. | 
deſpiſe the opimon of che word, at leaſt, let him endeavour * 
to obſerve ſorne kind of confifency in his behaviour. ; How - 
far he has been guided by this rule, will appear by a con- 
ſideration of his teflections on Sir Thomas Beevor.— He 
tells him, that, when he ſtrikes a 2 blow; his: prudence 
will-dire& him to do it in the moſt clandeſtine. manner; 
chat he entrenches himſelf behind the briars and brambles, 
and mud · works of ſophiſtry.” —How then, is this, ac- 
cording to Mr. M.'s own declaration, to be reconciled to 
the circumſtance under out diſcuſſion. Either Sir Thomas 
Beevor is not poſſeſſed of that prudence of which he is 
accuſed; or the argument of Mir. M. is inconcluſive and 
„ oj uot oli, bark aero fleas BNR RT 
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ls it reuſbnable to ſuppoſe, that, if Sir Thomas Beevor 


 eould he what Mr. M. would fain reprefent him, he would 
| have been ſo totally deſtitute of common ſenſe: as co truſt 
out of his poſſeſſion an inſtrument, which it was far from 
being improbable, might riſe up in judgement againſt him ? 
This circumſtanee alone, is, in my opinion, the ſtrongeſt 
preſumptive proof in the world (next to his aſſertion to the 
contrary) chat ke was not the author u- But that either an 
accidental or wilful advantage hath been taken of the ability 
ro. reſemble” Sir Thomas Bee vors hand-vriting, by ſome 
incautious individual, or malevolent partizan/; and that 
Mr. M. has been the perſon; who has inadvertenily; or 
_ otherwiſe, carried the purpoſe into execution. I mean not 
to expreſs, nor do I wiſh any ill will to Mr, M. for I never 
received from him the moſt diſtant provocation; but truth 
Uernands from me this tribute of defence; and the appeal 
which he hath' ſo ſolemnly made to the public xribunal, 
juſtifies me amphy in che unconſtrained opinion which 1 
have given, Why did not Mr. M. boldly, and indepen- 
demly ſtep forward and aſk an explanation from Sir Thomas 
Beevor, ant not ſereen himſelf behind che arras af an epiſ- 
d dlary correſpondence ?' Hud he done thut, from my know- 


ledge of the candour and philanthrophy of Sir Thomas 
Beevor's character, all the preſent mortifying and diſgrace- 
ful circumſtances would have been avoided, which now, I 


fear, 


is, 41, 


| . 
plexion of Mr. CTR: be. Lt, e p$5v6- figh Mx 147 
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nobleman s name to whom Sir Thomas Beevor was willing 
to refer the cauſe, from a conyiction of his ability to prove 
his rectitude, muſt covey to the minds of the diſintereſted 

tended. What plauſible reaſon could Mr. M. have to ſup- 

preſs the name of the Marquifs Townſhend, at the ſame 
infant that he was inh iy ſporting with Set . 
Thomas Beevor, pa EH pI 
aeg eee | 


— 158 


H Sir e ee eee 5 
ſpectable a perſonage, there might have exiſted the up 
of a reaſon fur ſuch a conduct; but when nothing elſe was. 
intended but a fair appeal to a mutual friend, whaſe opi- 
nion was ſuppoſed to have been equal to a decifion upon 
the ſubject.—as not a — of Ups name e ef chat 
friend ungenerous eee 
41 EC) wrt: iv 14 Mpc, 115 Nair 3 ST be FED 
Ur the public eye, Stated of panicle nnd pry 
8 judice, be ſor a moment adyerted to the general conduct 
I | of Sir Thomas Beevor ; let it examine attentively ively the va- 
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citizen ata er 1 15 0 


has ſucceeded in them, I leave to others to decide. 
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out an advanced life, both as a magiſtrate and à friend; and 
then, upon cool reflection, determine whether this laſt attack 
"OY men has not been een ani 


by 


 Waar opinion muſt a mend Timer public | 
have of a cauſe which is endeavoured to be upheld by argu- 


ments, that in effect, ſo evidently tend to its confutation ? 
Does Mr. M. preſume to imagine that the world will be fo | 
blind to the diftates of common ſenſe, as to impute that as 


a crime to Sir T. B. which is, in fact, his greateſt orna« 
ment? If he is, or (as is artfully infinuated) would appear 
to be a character of eminence in the county, he deſerves 
rather the tribute of public encomium, as aiming at that 


character, which it is the duty of een s 


Bor, has not . ub ot Mr, bi. . . | 
tingly through life, to render himſelf a conſpicuous object 
of public notice? Is it not notorious to the moſt ſuperficial 
obſerver, that upon every. occaſion which has offered, he 


has endeavoured to diſtinguiſh himſelf ?—What methods, in- 


deed, he has adopted to this: deſirable end, or how far he 
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! vr grant, Sir Thomas Benn may: have his 5 
and, in this unſtable condition of humanity, who 1 er 
that i is free from chem ? Nemo. fine peccatis naſcitur, optimus 
ille qui minimis urgetur. Ingratitude, however, to an old 
and eſtabliſhed. friendſhip is not to be ranked amongſt 
them. But can Mr. VI. demonſtrate chat he hath obſerved 
an unſinning obedience to the various duties of his ſtation? : 
Can he boaſſ a life unſullied by Saws: which deen 72 
would condemn ? Let him make an intuitive examination 
of himſelf; and if Conſcience doth not make a coward o 
him, let him then come forward, and caſt the firſt ſtone. 

But if otherwiſe, let him retire into obſcurity, and yield in 
future that tributary reſpect and admiration which is due to 
the ſuperior talents and merit of Sir Thomas Bee vor. 
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